Caribou/Trargnee
National Eorest

IFPA Best Management Practices
Review

1990 to 2004




Caripou/lrargnee BiVIE Reviews

= Since 1990,
twenty four

timber sales
have been
reviewed by
the Forest




Caripou/irarghee BIVIEP Review

s PUrpese — Determine how: BIVIPS were
addressed throughout the timier sale planning
process andiapplied on-the-ground

= [Ssue and Concerns ldentification

= Protection and mitigation reguirements

s On-the-Ground Implementation

= Effectiveness in maintaining aguatic resources




Mitlti-Disciplinary/ lFeam

s Forest Personnel

= Hydroelogist, Soil Scientist,
Tiimber Program: Manager,
Staffi Officer, District Ranger,
Sale' Administrator, Engineer

s State of ldaho

= Department of Lands;
Department off Environmental
Quality, Fish and Game,
Department of Water
Resources

s Others

= [ Imber Purchaser/Operator,
Greater Yellowstone
Coalition, Other interested
Individuals




Silvicultural Nenpoint Seurce iask Eorce Eield Eerm

SILVICULTURAL NONPOINT SOURCE TASK FORCE
FIELD FORM

Project Identification

Name: ;247 4~ Y)r~v Comnyga AuditNo: /217 a4
v v

Federal ()’ ) State ( ) Private Industrial ( ) Private Non-Industrial ()
Owner: S e Sy
Operator: Kollsy Tonren / Blant i lcaXx

Project Location (attach map)

Ecoregion:
FPA Region: North( ) South (A) County: Pl
Legal Description:  Township _ 4 &~ Range

Section(s) 22 2w b, 27

Physical Environment
Elevation (ft or m): Mean 28800 £4 Range _ 3 8u4- £990
Climate: Annual Precipitation (inorem) _ 25 -20 (ncher

Preceding Conditions _busd Smow stdem [~2 doy s goriae
Slope (%): Mean _2.S 99 Range £%.-25%, Aspect _ N w - 1 €
Geology: Weathered Granite ( ) Weathered Schist & Gneiss ( ) Glacial Drift ( )

Lacustrine Sediments { ) Fine-Textured Alluvium (59

Other Pay ditias Silardima L omaghrina

7

Comments __ & ri s hatl limt/diar  Finus

Vegetation [indicate dominant (D) and subdominant (5) stand composition]:
Upland Fir( ) Pine (X) Cedar( ) Hemlock ( ) Hardwood ( )
Other Loadak el

Comments
Pra
R'rrré&lan Coniferous (¥)  Hardwood ( ) Shrub( )  Sedges/Grasses ()
Other hucksl bpri-y

Comments




Compliance andl Effectiveness

Name: VP 4~ Vry “anyon Audit No: Aalxi/oy

BMP Compliance and Effectiveness Ratings (refer to scaling factors)

Ratin,
Forest Practices Act Rule Comp | Effect

020.01. Compliance

a.d. operator submitted variance request ¥
4

a.i. [DL evaluated and notified
HiA

a.1il. provided equal protection Jy
T¥

b.  complied with all applicable rules y

030.03. Soil Protection

a. no skidding-caused rutting nor
erosion 45% skidding limitation and
notification

b, 30% skid trail limitation

c. minimum skid trail width and

number tractor size ﬂI!EmEI'iH‘C
d. no cable varding rutting nor erosion

030.04. Location of Landings and Trai

a. stable location and outside SPZ trail
|_sidecasting minimum

b. minimum landing size

¢. landing fill material and sidecast
stable
030,05, Drainage Systems

a. trail drainage and stabilization
current
b. landing dramage and stabilization

030.06. Treatment of Waste Materials

a. slash and debris out of Class |
| stream
b.  slash and debris out of Class II
stream
¢. landings and trails waste outside
SPZ Nin
| 030.07. Stream Protection

4. lake site-specific plan within SPZ l i




Caripou/irarghee BIVIEP Review

m Ofithe 24 Timber Sales Reviewed:

14'sales had GOOD Implementation;and
GOOD Effectiveness

g sales had  PARTIAL Implementation and

GOOD to ADEQUATE Effectiveness

1. sale-had AIR Implementation and
FAIR to ADEQUATE Effectiveness

1 sale had PARTIAL Implementation and
POOR Effectiveness




Caripou/irarghee BIVIEP Review

Good Implementation — AlllNEPA listed BIMPs were
Implemented; appropriate IFPA BMPS implemented

Partial Iimplementation — All NEPA BMPs were implemented,
put not all IEPA

Eair Implementation — One or more' NEPA and IEPA BMPS

not Implemented
Good Effectiveness — No sediment In streams observed

Adequate Effectiveness — Seme sediment but no degradation
ofi Beneficial Uses/aguatic habitat observed

Fair Effectiveness — Some sediment and minor degradation of
Beneficial Uses/aquatic habitat observed

Poor Effectiveness — Beneficial Uses/aguatic habitat degraded




Caripou/irarghee BIVIEP Review

Nounan

Implementation — Partial

Effectiveness — Adequate (IMinor
Sediment)

Brockman

Implementation = Partial
Effectiveness — Adeguate

Overlook

Implementation — Partial
Effectiveness - Good




Caripou/irarghee BIVIEP Review

Alder Elat 1902 Implementation — Partial
Effectiveness — Poor (Road
build adjacent to creek)

North Pebble [1996 Implementation - Partial
Effectiveness — Adequate

Bloomington 1997/1998/ | Implementation — Fair

- 1999/ 2000 | Effectiveness — Fair (\Wind
(Marlah) blowdown)
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Caripou/irarghee BIVIEP Review

o Sedlment pelow ephemeral channel road xing




Caripou/drargnhes BIMP Review

s Rutted Skid Trail — Operations suspended: by,
Sale Administrator




Caripou/irarghee BIVIEP Review

= Miles Canyon landing site — 2003
= RIpped and seeded In fall 2003} slash burned




Caripou/irarghee BIVIEP Review

n Miles Canyon 2003
" oy
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Caripou/irarghee BIVIEP Review

sSUmmary.

Of the 24 sales reviewed, the majority had good to
partial implementation with'geod to adeguate
effectiveness.

Only 1 sale was found to adversely effect water
guality.and-aguatic resources.

s Adverse effect was from road location/censtruction

The greatest disturbance Is from roads, skid trails and
landings rather than the harvesting units themselves.




Caripou/irarghee BIVIEP Review

s Conclusion

s, \Where BIVIPs are appropriately 1dentifiediand applied,
affected resources are adeguately: protected.

s Problems can and have occurred when BMPS, are

elther not applied as prescribed or Inadequately.
Implementea

s [he BMP Review Process Is working well on the
Caribou/Targhee National Forest and will lbe
continued on an annual basis.




Caripou/drargnhes BIMP Review




Cariliou: Targhee NE=
2004 TMDL I\/IonltOrlng

.-..q‘lkl | '-. :..I.l'.--l-.l r.
A PN |

- 15' Annual Nonpoint Source Water Quallty Monltorlng Resﬁlts Workshop
January.4-6, 2005 | |
Brad Higginson, Carou=Tiarghnee NIF
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Portneuf River

7

Legend

E State Boundaries

|"__|_|'_—| Carbiou-Targhee NF
n
63 Subbassins

“\_~ 303(d) Listed Streams
0 5

Miles |
\. J/




Portneuf River Suknbasin

\Waterbody.

Pollutants

Monitoring

Mill Creek
(Trib. to Binch)

Cherry Creek

Nutrients &
Sediment

South Fork
Hawkins Creek

DO & Nutr.

Suspended Sediment,
Depth Fines, &

Nutrient (N'& P)

Walker Creek

Sediment

Suspended Sediment and
Depth Fines




Portneul RIVEr Sukkasin rargets

s SUSpended Sediment
. High flews: < 80img/l (14-day ave.)
. Low flows: < 50 mg/l (28-day ave.)
= Deptn Eines
. Sediment < 6.25 mm; < 25% ofi substrate by volume
. Sediment < 0.85 mm: < 10% of substrate by velume

= Nutrient
. N: Notto exceed 0.3 mg/l ofi N as total inorganic N

. P: Not to exceed 0.075 mg/l of P as total P (may A t6
0.05 mg/l)




Portneuf Resulits

Total Nutrient (mga/l)

Suspended TepthigiEs Total Inerganic N' &

Sediment [25% (6.5 mm)) & Total as P
(5/17/04 & 8/18/04)

\Waterbody:

(mg/l) 10% (0.85 mm)|

Mill Creek 14 cfs = 8.7 < 6.3 mm = 16% N=0.181 & < 0.01
(Tril. to Birch) 2 cfs=3.7 < 0.85 mmi= 4% P.=0.023 & 0.018

14 cfs = 21 < 6.3mm = 8% N =<0.066 & < 0.036

Cherry Creek
2 cfs= 12 < 0.85 mm=24% | P =0.035& 0.043

South Eork lcfs = 130 < 6.3 mm = 62% N =0.025 & < 0.01
Hawkins Creek 0.6cfs= 14 | <0.85 mm = 27% P=0.124 & 0.075

14 cfs = 26 < 6.3 mm = 28%
Walker Creek N/A
0.3 cfs= 4.7 < 0.85 mm = 6%




South Eork Hawkins Creek

Suspended sediment, depth fines, and phesphorus
Doewncut, nen-functioning, with a slight upward trend
Road clesures in the mid 1980s (mixed recovery)
Closed to grazing| in 1995

Limited|grazing now allowed =

b




\Walker Creek

s Livestock grazing
s Road parallels creek

s Recreation
n 42% Bank Disturbance




Blackfoot River Subbasin

\\aternoady Pollutants Menitoring

Sediment &
Organics

Mayhe Canyon Unknown
Trail Creek Depth Eines

Blackioot River

Slug Creek And
Angus Creek Bank Stability
|_anes Creek Sediment
Sheep Creek
Diamond Creek
Dry Valley Creek DFEs, BS, and Turbidity




Blackioot RIVER SubBkasin Irargets

s DEpinrEInes
. Sediment < 6.25 mm; < 25% ofi substrate by volume
. Sediment < 0.85 mm: < 10% of substrate by velume

s Bank Stability = 80% Stable Stream Banks

s [urbidity (Dry Valley Creek)
. Above Mine: 40.55 NTU (high Q) & 24.23NTU (low' Q)

. Below Mine: No net increase ofi 4.6 NifUrand daily.
maximum not to exceed 20.15 NTU




Blackfoot Results — 1 of 2

9% Stable

Waterhody. Depth Fines Bank

: < 6.3 mm = 15%
Blackfoot River 8994 Stable
< 0.85 mm = 5%

< 6.3 mm = 36%

Mayhe Canyon 69%
< 0i65 mm = 15%

: < 6.3 mMm = 716%
Trall Creek 9495 Stable
< 0.85 mm = 39%

2%, 69%,
100%, & 79%
< 6.3 mmi=59% 65%, 85% .
<0.85mm=26% | 68%, & 67%

Slug Creek Fines and Organics

Angus Creek




Blackfoot Results — 2 of 2

Waterhody.

Depth Eines

0% Stable
Bank

_anes Creek

< 6.3 mMm = 16%
< 0.85 mm = 4%

66% & 96%

Sheep Creek

< 6.3 mm = 32%
< 0.85 mm = 9%

18% & 89%

Diamond
Creek

< 6.3 mm = 38%
< 0.85 mm = 14%

44%, (2%,
& 66%

Dry Valley:
Creek

< 6.3 mmi = 99.7%
< 0.85 mm =90%

56%0 Stalle

Dry Valley Creek Turbidity (5/26/04) = 1.14 NTU




Blackiioot €Cenclusions

s Depthfines were monitored, but this IS not an
appropriate; for several streams, In the drainage

= |_ack of pool/riffile complexes
= Fine grained valley bottoms
= Beaver activity

s \Where depth fines are used, refinement of targets
could occur based on stream Size

= Bank Stability Is a function of livestock:grazing,
willow abundance, mining activity, and reading




Blackfoeot Subbasin Streams where
Deptal Eines May: Be Appropriate

s T
ey er_k gﬂg
=
ba Lo SN

.Créé_k

“?fDli.amc')nd Creek
(some beaver)




[DeptinrElnes
alié net Appropriate




Overall Conclusions

s Depth Eines Is not an appropriate surrogate on
severalistreams In the Blackfieot Subbasin

s \Natershed Improvement:prejects targeted! at
sediment reduction would benefit South Fork
Hawkins Creek and \Walker Creek

s Streambank protection/improvement projects
and livestock management Improvements
would benefit several streams in the: Blackfoot

drainage







